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PER CURI AM

I n appeal No. 97-7427, Betty J. Murphy appeals fromthe magi s-
trate judge’'s recommendation to dismss this civil action based on
Mur phy’ s failure to exhaust her adm ni strative renedi es. W di sm ss
t he appeal for lack of jurisdiction because the magi strate judge’ s
recommendation i s not an appeal abl e order. This court may exercise
jurisdiction only over final orders, 28 U S.C § 1291 (1994), and
certain interlocutory and collateral orders, 28 US. C. § 1292

(1994); Fed. R Gv. P. 54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial Indus. Loan

Corp., 337 U S. 541 (1949). The docunent here appealed is neither
a final order nor an appeal able interlocutory or collateral order.
We therefore dismss appeal No. 97-7427 as interlocutory.

In appeal No. 97-7714, Mirphy appeals from the district
court’s order dismssing her civil action. Mirphy s case was re-
ferred to a magi strate judge pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §8 636(b)(1)(B)
(1994). The mmgi strate judge recommended that relief be denied and
advi sed Murphy that failure to file tinely objections to this rec-
ommendati on coul d wai ve appellate review of a district court order
based upon the recommendati on. Despite this warning, Murphy failed
to object to the nagistrate judge s recommendati on.

The tinmely filing of objections to a nmagi strate judge’s recom
nmendation is necessary to preserve appellate review of the sub-
stance of that recommendati on when the parties have been warned

that failure to object wll waive appellate review Wight v.



Collins, 766 F.2d 841, 845-46 (4th Gr. 1985). See generally Thomas

v. Arn, 474 U. S. 140 (1985). Murphy has wai ved appel | ate revi ew by
failing to file objections after receiving proper notice. Ac-
cordingly, in No. 97-7714, we affirmthe judgnent of the district
court.

Because the appeal fromthe final judgnment was consoli dated
with Murphy’s interlocutory appeal and the full record is before
the court, Murphy’s notion to proceed on the full and conplete rec-
ord of the district court is noot. Because the proffered docunents
were not before the district court, we deny Mirphy’ s notion and
suppl enental notion for |leave to submt the recent results of her
adm ni strative proceedings. Finally, we deny Mirphy s notion for
copies at governnent expense. W dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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